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Attrltlon in hlaher%ede ation is not.a neW'problenn Xriowingly - W

A J

Ny * 4
or unknowfngly, it has been a statlstlgal dlmenslon of colleges and -, .
o S 3 ® T -
universities eVer,51nce‘the flrst student matriculated to a college’,
. campus. It has gained a pos%tion of prominence in recent.,years, however,
4 . b , . :

.+ because the loss of students is now critically linked to the issué of .
. - [ "l'r ’ _. Pl .
' survival for most colleges and universities. . . - .
o . ] ) . . - .
The problem of attrition whatever form it“takes, is important to .
f" ! -t . ‘ ~

. - colleges and universities for several reasons.. One, it costs the col-

v . .
- . '

’ - “ - 13
lege financtally. The cost comes in two forms: a).in dirett dollars ' .

v

through loss of revenue (turtion 1ncome, houslhg, fees, etc.) by lossy \

of_students; and, b) in its impact a the long renge.program by main- \
ta;ning constentiyulow enrolliments in &bperclassnen courses which fix’ . \\'
hlgh dollars amounts for instructlonal costs at this 1e§el.

? A second reason is thet attrltlon breaks down the student con-

—~

>

tinuity and level of maturity in the student body. This has a parti—~

cular.impact on the small college. As attrition takes‘its toll, there
. N 4 : - .
continwes a large population. of underclassmen every year as co?pared '

to'a continued small population of upperclassmen. ?his stgden' mix
* b
many-times impedes the continuity and stability of a student body and
[ & . l

militates against a maturing peer influence. N W

A final important consideration of attrition tro an 1nst1tut&on

-

is the impact 1t has on the gtudent who leaves.. gé mentioned before,




ipd resentment toward.the school.

2 .
.\ .

ofter’ students leave with feelings of disappointment, disillusionment

These feellngs ng; only affect the

~tl

_in persuadlng the student not to leave.

student and h1s seif-concept but also color the ;nfluence he may have

on\others regarding the institution.:*

14

-

- . ~ .

?rograms aimed at retaining those “disappea}ing“ students have gccoh:
" -
plléhed almost everything but suc¢cessful retention. As Astin (1975) "in-

dlcaéeé, dropblng out of college has been intensely're§earched,_but the

- \
- -

researgh has not clearly rewvealed which specific factors influence students’

R . LY ’ , .
to leave, which spgcific factors convince students to remain enrolled,

‘ 6: how theseAfactors.miéht beé controlled by those with a vested interest _

>
-

Whlle ultlmate so}utlons_appeaz_.»,-

B
e e —— ] N

' figurei, mosﬁ authorities skem to adree that 40 per cent of the Intering‘

at thxs tlme out of the queStlon,.lt does seem llkely that 11m1ted in~

,I
s... v i

Slght into théxcollege attrltlon pheno enon 1s possible. This project

is'ensatteipt to respond td that hypothesis.

I
- N : A
N ] : 4 ~
LITERATURE' REVIEW

.o
H

1

A large bde of literature is available regarding the‘issue of attra-

tlon or dropp;ng out of\college. Cope (1968)‘lndicates that the liter-

‘

¢ .
,1) The average, rate \Qf

P
! ~.

ature agrees 1n general ét three major points;
= . ~
attration natlonally over\a four year career 1is relatively constant. ‘'Des=.

pite some ngstlons about reliability and interpretation of gross national |
o . , - ' (""”

Lo .
students neve} achieve a

bacdcaluareate degree, while an additional 20 per

¥ —

-~ e

. N ! 3
cent do not gradhate on schedule. 2}t The greatest proportion of attrition
) o8 . .
occurs duzing the freshman year of college.

. N

generally higheyp’ aé state sup rted institutions than at private 1nst1tutlons.

3’ The attrltlon rate 1s

. .
e . . ‘
" N .
v . . s
.
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Beyond these proad guidelines, very-littlﬁ"pf the literature supports

/ . :

. / or confirms findings of previous, reqearchers,_ggr are specif}c factors
w’ .. . = . . L x .

' . i i ttrivion réadily identified. .

— ) which ;Pf}u?nce attritvion readily identa T ¢ ) . Py _
L._;rm_~ - ---n..A serious flaw inthe. literature on atrrition has-been the failure __

by, researchers to develop a theoretical or conceptual perspective ‘to
A \

S

the problem. Relatively few genuine efforts have been made to raise- -

[}

the understanding of dropping out to a level of abstraction where § -

theory might intersect and piay a role in guiding the” research. Most AN

1
-

of the work occurs at an oberaticnal’lqul only. For example,'studies

LR . v ~ ' .

‘by Astin, 1?64, 1972; Iffeit, 1957, Knoell; 1966; MgNelley, #1938; Summer-

skill, 1962 sxmg}y sunmarlze'pa%terns of -persistence and withdrq&al. Al-

_though ;hex_prAV1de a,vglugple data base and help to determine the extent
"of the problem, they fail to tap the complex reasons and motivations "for
léavihé college. At best, these apéroaches tend to be descriptive and -

often rely ﬁpon'statlstféal analysis alone as an avenue for eibloriné the

. - !

problem. Aas sudgested by Cope (1968) few national studies 'penetrate the :

! demographic level to explore the sociai and psychological influences

drqeg;ng out .
Others (Alfred, 1973; Astin 1975a, 191§p; er, 1968; Blanchfiéld,

- . ~ ' e
. N —

197i; Cope, 1972; Hannah, 1972; Ikenberry, 1961; Johnson, 1970; Nelson, «

1966; Noel, 1975; Waller, 1964) have tried to-identify patterns of attri-

—

: - i s ’ . s )
- taon and correlate these to personality traits or characteristics of the
< - . - ’ .- el
students, environmental influences Of the institution,.or a combination

- v,

. ¥ ’
P of both. Their results have been gquite varied and often conflicting. .

Most recent and notable of thése efforﬁs is Astin's work Preventing

Students from Dropping Out. Based‘on his longitudinal and %ﬁltl—institu-
,_'-: »

3 J—
‘ , . .




- b » -

- . "' 4

. .

tlopal study/t?volVLng approximateLy 101,000 students from 1968 .

through 1972, hé‘conclude§ that there are several key variables in

¢ —_ —_. e e g e o »
students persisting or .withdrawing from college. He asserts that the . /
greatest prediction factor 1s the student's past academic record and - -

. V4 N \ ]
’ academic ability. Next 1in significance are the students' degree” aspir~

. -

dtions, religious background and preference, college finances, study

' - ~
- - “ v- - .

. habits, an@ the. educational attainment of -the parents.

IS . P ' .~

ey =

. . ,Based on his findings, many'of his recommendations are similar to.
% . -

- those of previous geseafehers. {1e. more selective admission procedures,
. .

™ . . -
upgrading student's acadgmlc performance, and promoting findncial assis-

v -
—_- P -

tance) These recommendations have had a tendency to be all tco obvious.

. ’

- €, . v * :
They prove to be of little value to institutions who, because of economic. ,

- 2. . ’ Lo ’,

. 2 . J .
‘ and academic reasons, cannot make substaqs}al.changes in thelrﬁpfééent

- ~

© clrcumstances. .. . , , .

.
~ \ ~ N . -

Astin does make some other assertions however, which support the

4 .

hypothesis of this project. He f;nds,.fo;\exéﬁpie, that participation :

. L. L0 Iy
1n extracurricular activities, especially membership \an.gocial fraterni-
- . - ~ T N e

ties and sérorques,‘ls significantly related to sfaylng in college. 1In

N
. , N -

addition, ‘staying 1n on-campus zesxdeﬁag, having an on-campus job, and
4 ' v N . ¢
attending an instaitution ln‘@hlch the‘SochT\bangrounds of other stu-

.
) dents’ resembles the student's own social background are aiso suggested

as enhancing a student's persistence. These support, the theory, he
[; \ 3 .

v
suggests, that student persistence to some extent depends upon the degree -,

1

. + of personal anolvementgln campus life. .
’.,' v - ‘:
Of parflcular interest for this study are the findings of- Dr. Lee Noel,

. * s

AN

of the A@é;xéan College Testing Program. Noel complled an annotated ,

Q | - 6 .\ L . .

. ' r . .
PAruntext provided by eric N N et - < .
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bibllography ot the doctoral dlssertatlons on attrltlon—r%lated

3

——— e .

& subjects publlshed between January 1970 ax\d March 1975. ip all, 65 :

’r ———

- o dlssertatlons studying a specific 12s£ tution or group of institu- . .

. s P \ ] R R . ‘l
: ~tions apd describing chdracteéristics of drop-outs or factors infiu- i -
v . : * . _—‘-' — N
encing the swtudent's decisi to withdraw from college, were abstracted.

\o . . . o L ) )
. " Noel concluded from his sudies that students drop out for four complex » 4
. -~ N - -
/s

S T . - TN N , .
4 - reasons {or more likely, a ¢ombination of those reasons.) 3 T \
.,7_';/‘1 _b" % .

' . - . 1) %:Isolation (lonel1ness, depression) - .
T ’ 2) Dlssonance {incomp&tibility with environment, curxiculum, g
- . - people) - . . . \ . T . X

: ' 3) Boredom ’ " : .
. 4) Fapancial difficalties/pressures .
’ ' . - N
»\\/‘ . The sxgnlflcance of this research*o ouxr project is that the'primary '
L . b
— . factors Noel discovers in a;trlt;on rejate heavily to interpersonal e
- or social dissatisfaction - " d

= N 2
. . s - *

A final series of Studies worth consxderaqle apténticn are vhos€ of . ——— -

L4 - . . N .

/o Haller and Woelfs}c Directing their attentioh toward assessing inter-

personal influence on orientation variables, their resedarch has unusual —-

. .
potential in the study of attrition. The researcher's efforts were-to :

clarify and bring into a measurable domain the social psychological concept
- A
of “significant others", (Haller, Woelfel, and-Fink, 1969; Haller and

-~

' Woelfel, 1972; Woelfel, 1968) '\ ’

\ ~.

" . - - ’ - .
Conceived by Harry Stack -Sullivan i1n the early 1940's, the concept

- \

” .
essentially referred to those clusters of individuals, sutrounding .a

—"

person, who exert tremendous influence upon that person anﬂlhls orientatlon

toward life., This concept was differenciated by Haller\and*VOelfel (1972) '

from Mead's concept of "generallzed others". (1934) The lmpsgtant difference

1\

they suggest is that, the'significant other provides a "segmentalized"

P R S —

¢ \ - »

'ERIC . " | S
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' : <
view, of lnterpersodhl 1nfluence That is,” a given 1nd1V1dua1 can have

.

dL;Eerent Slgnlflcant otners‘for d;rferent issues in hls/her life.

' — o

antlng to determlne the relatlonshlp between ' sxgnlflcant others" -

. : ‘\ -
-——~"and an. 1nd1v16ual s orlentatlon ,towvard certain life varlables, they
designed the Wisconsin Significhnt Other Battery(Hallery Woelfel, and” -

.
. i

.- Flnkf—LQGQ;AWoe 1968) as an instrument to 1dentify "significant
. \ rd

- ‘others" and to asseds thelr lnfluenoe\oﬁ“studegt s vocational. and edu-~

- e - r'y . s °
use 1in assessing lnterpersonal influence on orientation variables."

- . . -
-

(abstract, 1972) As 5_d result of their research, they also suggest that the

/ .

doncepts,and lnstruments usad have high utilicy for other orlentation

variables. . , L,
N ' ' ’ ’ :
®  The Msignificant other’approach 1s a partlcularly attractive alver-

"'lf"
<

native 1in attacking the problem of atrrition for two reasons- One, it

is. built upon a' theoretical base. As was mentioned earlier, this as

@

- '

contrary to the majority of the literature on attrition which/has rio

“
<

N A 5 ' . . - "
theorestical or congeptual framework. - The "significant other" approach ' .
' N .

-

\QL provides an opportunity for geﬁeralagation and utility at a theoretacal

- - -

level unavailable to.descriptiye studies. Secondly, it can be nsed

.oy

as both a theoryfof predxctron, and a theory of 1nf1uence. At best, Lo

-

&
most of the present atzrition research can-only be used sparingly as a
S . P
bredlctlve tool. The "significant other" model on the other hand, not

» 4

only- has potential for pred;cnlng studehps who are most likely to drop out,
- Q s
but lt also provide$ an lmmedlate céhcepth&% framework Jfor creatlng pre-

- N\ -/
ventative attrition programs - sSoo—= ’

) il .
- \\{, . .
' cathnal,asplratlons. Their findings impressively support the contention
' . ’ . N
that “the significant other 1s tne mosSt precise concept .available for
- . //

-

o



.
R LAY

W
<
1

. :

N fto predxcc student attrltlon- Thé»Presrdent of e Collegé reques ed

greater efforts be made in thla area.

. determaris d by the student ae the ;ndlviduals hehshe ident1fied in response

o

7 T . .
: - e S
THE PROJECT : o ;//, ==
: S ¢

An extensiveé stgplstlcal analyels of attrltlon/retentlon data was

“ -
completed in che sprlng semester 1975 at Sprlng Arbor Co
- ’\<Z": il \ O N -
the culmlqatlon of a flve-year~researgh_g;pjegp<on:attrition (Klinef;
. - o

v

S v - L LD
1974) The'subseqpent report, prov1ded a wealth of useful stanlstics and

»,/—z

s

’04

4]

A

P 1y
e W
%

*

stng the "sxgnlflcant other" model prov;ded by Haller and Wo

(1872) a new project was begun. The purpdse of this pIOJect was &é examine

y . , < 14
. ~ . N
the correlation or ’”I’tlonsnrp_between ajétuaentxg "sxgnxfléaﬁt‘b,"

v

(s0) -and has staylng or leaVLng college. Our hypotheses were. \;

. 3
;i\

1) a student wil¥ hage a propensity to diop out of Spmfig Arboru
v . College 1f hé has no (S0) affiliated with the/;fllege. ‘\.
. / %
2). A student will have a propensxty remain at /‘Spring Arbor
L2 College\lf he has at least one (S0) aff lla}éd wrth the college.

3} _The Significant Other Survey i% a useful jfistrument in identi~
fylng students who are mosc liKkely to ledve Spring Arbor College.

For the purposes of this pro:eét the theoretlcal construct signl-
2>

LI . [
flcant'others"-Was defined as one who' 1nfluences an individual's cencept-

' ) >
. .
- ’

1ons (abcut h;ﬁself and his orientation toward life} through either inter-.

* ¥

action (definer) with the individual or by example (Haller and Woelfel,

N p * V4
1972) At the operational lewer the concept of "significant other" was

» ~

.. .

R

'to the questlon "Who have,yoa caiked mgst often about yqur attending
i Y

Spcing Arbor College?" R

o




. INSTRUMENT: The instrument developed for thls study was-a modified for
/ - ¢ - ’ .
of tbe Wisconsin Stgnificant Other Battery used by Haller and,Woelfé/
R . N .. - . .

. (Appendix A) The intent was to rely upon the ualidihy and relia-! - -

.

© . - M

: “bilic established for their instrument. Although a uomplete instrument

- L -

1stered Whlch would prov1de 1nformatlon regardlng both types of ;/’J
"significant others" {deflnexs and models) we ghose to“wgkk_oniy with -

/{ g those respoJ‘Es whach provided information regarding (SO) as ,definers. =T

, . . N
< B . ’ éf'“‘.
/ . B

‘Phus as the temm ~s1gnlr1eant otheze“ TSO) was dLSeussed in thls progect,
1t referred-only to those pezeona who were deflners (Haller and Woelfel,

-~ .

- 19 in a student's life, The purpose of thas instrument was to identify

AN

v
the (ao) for enterlng freshman in reepect to thelr selecégeg%of a college.

<

— e — ¢ — -

The qaestlons of greetesp concersn on the' survey‘were} "Who have you talked
.- " e ]
) WLLh most o;zfn about your attendiny Spring Arbox College‘" and “How often

. “have ¢ou’talfed with the above people? These guestaoné identified speci-

- ’ flcallx,(so) (def;ners) ror the student and thie frequency of their influ-

' . . he *

ence. Spaces were prov1ded for saix reaponses to each questlon, with lnstruc-
s

tions that more could be added if app:opriaté. : ©

L J

4—/ = ' ) - o ‘ //,¢ T

SAMRLE: The. 1974 freshman Clabb was selected as our pOpulatlon. The .
N o

- ; . P ™
. Primary reason for selecclng this populez10h was that Lhe’fresh%en year - .
; . » =

. - . L~ . '

15 when the highest rate of attritidn oceurs at %prlng Arbor Col;ege'(SAC),_ '
. 34.6 per cent ‘(Kllne, 1974) = To work the'prpject through to an effective
" .

conclusion with thiq partlcular'eample would be to tackle the prdblem at

-]
" ) . .
T ats gost 1ntense state. It also would maximize the benefits 1f the project

- . ) ,/ L]
\ ' was euccessfgi;,~ﬁﬁt of a population of 279 freshmen, 181 students parti--

~ - - - " ‘

. ¥, cipated in the project. Efforts were made to sea. if the 181 participants,
S - . . i .

through a self-selqctlve process, had potentially biased the sample andithus ;/},;}

. . . .
- " o
-~ - hd

-—
L
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{ - . . - ‘ T
2 . 3 . ¢ i cs/ considered
1 ‘ R . . .

B

. wbo pa:tlclpated and .thesé uho dld not, In EXamlnlﬁ? suqh aréas as sex, raéej'
. K= i — L it . —
zellglous background nag;tal status, reglonal backgrodnd, and academlc . :

1 /,/ - . A

achlevement, no significant drfference was establlshed between°part1c1pants
- ¥ 4 .
N 4 ' ' . o

o~ TN and non-pathCLPAnts; Therefoze} ¥t was concluded that the sample reflected

- - . v‘\
RN . - . ~ \

' the general population of the freshmen class. - ; . c
‘,.’ . M . “ " . - -t - . -

ROCEDURE : ‘ALl new treshman students were requested.to be at‘a'reduEEQd/~%%/’”'
N e A e .

. v - L -
. P - CEN

even.ng assembly the second week jn October. At the assembly, participants

-

.

. were #sked vo respond to the Sugnificant Other Battery Instructions were

provided as a part of the battery énd also given verbally. Students turned

s - -in_theiyr ;ampie;ed su:veys qpon leav1ng Lhe audltorlum gollected were 162

—— ———
- - " -

,/////’ .- surveys In an attempt to dain a response from a 'larger perscentage of the
’ .7 el N . . 7
~ / Y . '
» class, surveys were malled to all freshman .not at the assembly. An addltional )
. v ~ . . .
~ ~, . i .
_ . .19 surveys were received 1n this manner. ' : ’ .

-
.

., ' * . »
After the surveys were, collected, responses, to four specafic questions
s e ' = B *
; )///y/iweze anfiiyzed and classified. Working with the specifi¢ question, "Who -
. i : N . .
. héye~xou talked with most often about your atteﬁdlng Spring Arbor Collebe?";

thgse students who 1dentified as a (SO) at least one member 1n ‘the college

i 'commun;ty \uther students, fqgulty, or stafr) were differentiated from

-

those who ldent%¢léd _{S0) notv atf.liaced with the coliege. A second item 0

-~
/‘ -
.

was the establlshmena'of a pzlozity canking of influence or significance

4

. for the (s0) ldehtlﬁled‘by the question, "How often have you talked with

A} - 3

the above people“" Thirdly, responses to the question, "Where did your -

- .
-

parents want y0u to attend college?" were grouped in two categories--those T
4

et ’

ERIC 7 ‘
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-Spang Arbor College dur;ng oxr At the/eﬁd of thexr freshmen year Thirty-

// ' e

: :1den;ifying‘(SAC) as parent‘s'choice and those identifying other thaﬁ

* <ficant others for each student was 3.7. 1In de

B tonsulbatlon was -the same, for two or

. . e ¢ "
these students indicate8 on theij/spfvey that“they had at least one (s&)

"affiliated with the college: .{ - - : ‘

- ~ 4
= s 5

»

(SAC) A ffnal response tabulated was an/regards to the person they
. .

.

RESULTé: Of the 181 students part1c1pat1ng in the project, 97 o /;hem (54%)

1nd1c&ted they had at least one (SO) that atflllated with

'CStudent faculty, staﬁf) Elghty~four of them (46%) i
s .
1nd1v1duals not affillated with the coliege. The ayerage nquer of signi~ -

0

1}

1

ore ({80), the ) 1dénfified first
. _ ]

TN e —

>, T s - T e e -
by the student was'given7ériority,

Forty-four Studen{é who had tak

. » -

.~

~the Slgnlfxcant Other Survey left \‘:“ZTM
/
/

three or ‘(75%) o{ these students indircated on. their survey that they had . \ .
. . . ‘ , _ -
no: (S0) on'campus Qf. those freshman‘wﬁo/persisteo into their sophomore

¢ ’

-

year, surveys nad been aompleted by - 13z’/EE§en§;g,aEi§hf§;§ix or (63%) of sy

/

- ~ . .
I v . &
\ . . * , g
\ . .~ /'
s N . s
- 3 ‘v » N

DiSCUSSlON‘&.CONCLﬁélON: kecognLZLng Lhe sevexe leltatlons of thls proJect

]
for generallzatlon, we found the results|of our snudy significant for sprl/g/
< // -
Arbon College. <severaL conclu81ons can b drawn about the amp;e/popula—
- — - . /5 i - " e

. P _—
Xion. A high correlatlon did indeed exist between a fces an student's (so) .

and hlS propensity to leave Spring Arbor College( is was demonstrated by '

- X ~

the fact that 75 per cent of the sampled 'studerts wbo failed to persist, for s
N . ¢ . . ' N




' persons no ‘fﬁliated with the colilege. This figure becomes'even . .
“ - ° ¢

2

more significant en further investigation is conducted on those who ///,//

- dropped out. Two of th

( eleven students indicating they had (SO ‘oﬁ//
. '\/ T
campus who leit $pring Arbor had i tmloe ' eave SAC either

: ' X N g ° .
prior to their leaving or aelzgggs\\‘ Time, A third student who related

on hlegsg§yey that his parefnts were ln\etrong disagreement with his

\

T chOlce of szlng/,;bor as a college, did th return as a result of parental
) L. ______Anseseeaee———Thxs Ehfommatton'was received 1n‘%r1t1ng;at the beglnnlng -
/ N . ':__b"__
w Lt of the 1975 fall semester. Seven out of the elev‘n\studénts had on y\one\\
”ﬂ’#//,,—/”” SO) Tn oampus and for<three of theséﬁ their enly (Sof\on campus was ,\\\\‘\\\\
B - ranked thxzd in lnfluence, . ) . - ‘ N
S~ e .

. . .
- B - * A second conclusion that can be drawn is that those fxeshmap students

who 1denti<led as (S0} perSons\affiliated with the college had a pr Qe:eity
a

- ,to remain at the oollege. The staristical support i ems sIigittly

K3

"lnconoLnsive when only 64% o ) students who returned indic?ted-in the

survey ‘that the ad (SD) on campus. However, this percentage was decep-

N '
— o » A low because it yﬁﬁgnded three{;gfes of students confounding the

ey they d1d not have (SO) on campus.
~"I 2

One was the 'student whgrhad developdd a (SO} aﬁ;er the instrument was

percentagec who ;ndlcdted on th%}r

N

. ,admlnlstered This Student actually should be 1ncluded in those who had
. (30) on eampu% a;/; result of developing (sO) during the freshmen year.
» "7 . 7 'A second type of student’ is onefwho Etill.éoesﬂnot have a-{SO) on cawpus,
e . Lt T w . . . .
- <o Wrll nét develop one, and will be reflected in future:attrition statistics

o AN ; .
. in the sophomore, Junloz or senior ypars.- A thlrd type of student who does
\ . . Al
~ not have a (oO) on campus, bul xemains, is the student who is being supported
TN, L. ! ¢ S

- e - PR

- - .

o - - - LS .
~ .« - -
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#

and encouraged tc stay on at the college from his (SO) eerrnal tc the

. college. . ) ! -

A final conclusion 15 that the Significant Other Survey was a useful
instrument for identifying those freshman in the sample population who X v
4 »

were most llkély'to leave-S§¥1ng Arbor College. 1In showing that every

T —

3 out of 4 students ln.the sample who left the college had indicated in TS

-~

Octobez they had no (50) ,on cam@us, the survey’xdentlfled with 75 per

[
* 5,,»‘/«»

cent ‘agccuracy those students most likely to leave the college. Along

-
¢ ‘ N . B h—

with the accuracy of identification, the instrument is useful in that it ’ ’

o can identify students who are most likely to leave SAC early in the semestar

(W}thzﬁ_ ne month of the freshman's thatriculation to campus). fThis

-

ylded’£6 wofﬁ specxficélly with those (reshmeﬁ\Who aré most likely to drop

- J .
\\ - * ) Ty + - -~

N outs™—A final point is that the identificatipndofHJSCHAPzeved to be aufar
__“_~T__‘~‘ _

more sxgnlflcant fad‘br nglaplng to attrltlon than any other dembgraph
~ ]

factors that could be ldentlfleae : '/,»
We are not suggesting that a cause a&d effect relationship has been . | -
\ . -

) ]
established between significant chers and attrition? However, we would
agsert that the project has demonstff:ated_ a 's'ignifi’nt reiationship bétvieen

B

the two variables of (S0). and attrition for the sample population used.

——

s + - o '

— ¢
- Twé of the studies cited earlier” (Astin 1975b, Noel 1975) appear to,
>, s . ‘:ﬁ&\ e

. lend support to our contention that (SGL are a considerable factor in- attr1~

—

“

—~—

. tion, Astln s tindings ¢&n persqgal lnvolvement in campus llfe, membershmp

I ":‘*“‘-—-——.M
¢
1n fraterdities .and aororltles, participation in ex;racurrlculaz actavities e -

(N

r e




and membership find their grearest value in relating people to one

- . ' ' . A
another in & s.igniricant way; thus, the creation of significant others.

Noel's (1975) conclusions r.hat isolation, dJ.s'spnance and boredom

~ .

were critical facrtors on ar.tr:.t:.on also certainly seem to relate to the
R

——— T \
conqegrof "signrficant others”. W%to establish s:.gn:.- '

ficant other rel.atlonamps on campu: would very much\\fﬁecthﬁ attitudes -
\t ' T TR K S
.t of 1solatvion, boredom, and dxss\onance. If he were unable to dev‘e\]:B‘p;‘___.,‘,,\ N k|

- ;**"—f—v:\‘»x P PR L
o

-~ these relauonahlpa, 15g‘I"cﬁcr,ates that*his sense of isolatien gya‘en&'é’nge- o]

ment and_ dJ.ssonam.e woxrl'd"i—é—n Tease, ~Fesl

2= the (SO) for

Ty

J.mpact ey ships upon

freshman s‘tudentsig?SAC. This focus on

. —

. ~ - T : . —
T - attgition appears to be V;he X
' "',.;;;»"'»’i;, s
1ntexrpersonal influe
\/// /

/
e proyest was not only to xdentlfy sxgnlficant factdrs

a;// \'\ '
0 _atrilition but then tj.o also institute a program géared to

) e . v

% . Tt
a very powerful and workable tool in dealing with the pro

- . . oL ) R > . - N ) i ) -
5 . model Jhst a few dim@nsions of the p'r'ogrgm will be highlighted in this

application; specifically those which relate to.changes 1n the on-campus' ‘

- - [
. . N, ~ -
e, . - .o
“ - , .

activities.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. \ B ' %
| N additional time and attention outside the classroom.
~~ — ~ , ) h

R . g . s
. - The freshman orientation and academic advising program: was

-

- operation in th§ fall. In light(pﬁ/ﬁﬁﬁi h's studies. (19 } ;hi
.e>§§:>\\\ hant ‘ , .

ON~CAMPUS ACTIVITIES

All on~campus actiavities were reyiewed in respect to their ability

to facilitate or maintain

-

e

in general, ‘instructional gtaff were remindéd and encouraged‘to establish .

L . [N
good persoral relationships with their students where possible: It was .

. . . .

suggested that they select®a few students in their field to whom they. would

e

tudents identified in the survey who did not have "significant others"
C L 9

ST————— -\ affiliated with the college were given extra exposure to selected people

.

on the campus such as student resident assistants d academic a§v1sors.

. |

",
~ 1

\Oqlentation'previously could be adequately described as é”ﬁghpw
- S

»

many student,s ar ving thoughts ,of wi¥thdrawing before even.e; ring

O A T P e ey

.

sy Sarey,

A m s s

P e,
S s S S,
.

- . i, .
others" 1n ‘their selection of a college, we included padrents in a summex

orientation weekend. The emphasis of the weekend was threefold? voneﬁwas'
to plag the stuﬁéhé’s schedule for the fall and thus tie him intd® the pro-

gram early. A second was to run an initial (SO) Battery on the freshman

Al

. Glass to receive an early pernéeption of the potential problems. The third,

and most important emphasis, was placed uéSH-EEE‘EEyEIUpmenﬁ—o£~519ﬁ;ﬁ;cant'

.
/

rélatlonshi§§\bp;;;;§:ail\ggg\were:at the weekehd. 'Both students and parents 0

« /

were placed in smgll groups (parents separate from students) for the majority

of the weekend,with activities-centeréa\\round getting to.know another.
[N . s . .

significant other relationships for the student. _°

SLLege,. the Bﬁ?ﬁ”ﬁfﬂy&uug&a&i;: was moved to the summer. Comblning thig -\

with the'knowledge that for 60% of the students, parents are "SLgnaflcanfw”“ﬁ,“

"




— ) Y l 5 . .
-4

. ’ In this context, positive 1§fprmat19n5regarding the college was
A: -

" - disseminated. The fall orientation then was a carry-over of this activity
\ . ’ * \

>

for the suudents. Academic adVlSlng, information dissemin ion, and

©

reglstratlon were conduﬂted ir these establlshed groupsev_The_obV1ouS~-

intent was to provide an initial praimary oxr reference group experience N /«ﬁ//,/,//*
A . \ - e )
> 1

. .
[N . * .
.. for the student. i .
[
I . : " . " N

. B . e
Frzgshman Parents Day: Occucring the first Saturday of November and the last

’

¢

. Saturday 1in the spiing; fzesnman parents were invitea'back to the colle%e

,\

¢ P R

at tne college s expensel\ Recognlzlng again the impact of the parents as

- T

: a gerieralized "significant other" an'effart\wge made to develop a low
’ hd ' Al * /

students ‘to remain at the college. The key to the day was’ the groupingof
‘ . S
the parepts. Utilizing the data colleoted on the (SO) survey, parents woul

bé grouped according to sthetner or not they had encouraged their children *

. to atrend or actend Spring Arbor College. Where possible, each gfoup

’

would be composed of a majority of farents who had encouraged t@eir students

N . . t.
. . - . - - ’ B . .
to attend Spring Arpor. This grouping suggestd that the discussiop and

v 4

o orientation of the group would be proactive toward Spring Arbor.and'that "

N ) . ) '

- the principle of public advocaey would have a reinforcing affect on those
patents supporting the college. <t K

.

|
’ s

" .

Extra Curricular 'Activities: The social activities proq;am was redesigned
. ? ' f

‘w

to be asconduc;ve as possible to the development of sigﬁlficant others.
1 Clubs and OlguandtlonS were not predesigned but created around
the interests of small groups of studeants. Broader. involvement in was -

desxgned 1 the athletic program, both 1ntramurally and’ lntercollegiatelyn
. L r' .

FRIC . . ™~ - B R

s v . -,
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.

-7 on campus, grouped with one whose (SO) were mot on campus.

. hd !
e .
. i . R
: .« . B 16 . ) 't .
. L

The, intramural - program wag establrshed around living units to reinfozrce . i
the interactibn and relatlonshlgs already occurring at the residence
level Interestlngly enougb- an enlargement of the’wamen's athletic - .-

programs ‘was supported gn the baels of this model. . .
Livang units were chapged} where possiblé, with the ,acquistion of

. ! . &
R U

houses on the parimeter of ‘campus., The attempt here was to institute

. e ’ \e Py o T e
. ¢ . . . _//"
sraller living groups with some sense of self governance in hopes of . T

increasing intimacy of interaction. Studenfs chose to live in cne/hoﬁées.

-

This arrangement had the potential pf backfiring, if oon;liéts developed

. /
which were nét resolved. Therefore,ln conjunc/;en w1th this program, we
Y ~

. - / . e
intérgrated a conflict management ser;esulnto our new student orientation
. Ve ]
sessions and residence staffftraining sessions. ) -
.o .
A specialized activity_recognized as important at Spring Arbor College

s a ~

-
’

was music. . Although the vast majorlty of students were not rusic majdrs,
< : . -

better than 60% of the freShman class indicated high 1n§erest and aptitude
in music on their ACT Profiles. Comblning the concepts-o? public advogdg;)

and significant others, suggestions were made to eipand and enlargée the

<~ o -

field service program (musical -groups going out from the college.)

P

- \) \ © ® /
‘ ! R ® . r"' :
ADMISSIONS . . . g ° s . .
: ) N 1 - | ‘ . ’ d‘:““-x
Non-traditional §hggestions were offered to admissions as" the role, .
'S . -

) . v M . ‘ AN

they played in attrition/retention. Working again mainly with the theo- ;

. ‘ W * '\\

ries of public advocasy and significant others, a five-point’ proposal’ . .
. { " 13 ’

was recommﬁnded: . Vo,
! .
1) Utilide freshmen in‘recruitment efforts. After selecting key
freshman (i.e. khose whom were identified more than twice. in response tq
—~the guestion on| the (SO) survey, "Who feels most like you‘regardlng Spring

Arbor’ College?") send three member teams for recruiting, two with (SO)

B . - !
F‘ \ -
~ . . - -
-

- o * - LYY L
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[ S
17 - .

P

widely incorporate block recruiting. That 1s, recruit from places

«-from which several: students are al{eady actending SAC or are planning con

artending. This 1s preferzed in fecruiting i1n new.terxritory as the former
[

: sltuatlon may cause otudents to be bringing their (SO with them

Estaplish recrultment activiti€s 1in the homes of present freshmen,

3 3
,whosé parents advocated 3pcing Arbor mollege,

Hopefully have them co-host

the actavity with freshmen pacents who did not advocate the college to their
: c .

ERS

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\3

P student. .
4} flace a 1SO) question on the Admissions application for the admis-
sions office to roliow up. This follow-up would be in two dimensions: )
o a) A thank you letter to -the (30) for their imput into the
- . potehtialr Student's life, plus a 3 x 5¢ saying: .
- " ) says you are a significafit pecson in has -~
N Y l1ife, how can we best help him accomplish his goals2" i
A} - 13
*b; Send occasionally the samé (SOJ information emphasizing .
X * oI the positive attributes of the college.
- Alcnadgn further activities Built around the "Significant Other Model™ °
LI Y .

are contiruing to be developed, the above projec
-, A . :

alrea&y proved fruit-

rsonal relationships upon
’

&

college communlgy iegaxdlng the' impact of 1inter

&

'scudenté.scaylng or leavind SAC. Secondly, even though thé, project has only ;
. A - _?

1

.
[S

been pagglally-xmblemented, Our atcration rare in the past yels has declinéd .
Y N , - “

nearly 6% Opbviously, othec Eactors.maywhhne winfluenced this reduction,

4 ~ FN ~

suzh as the hational ececnomic cgnditions, etc.; however, this prOJéct is the

only new vaciable of sizable dimensions that has been introduced, into Spring

‘ * .
- Arbor Coliege life. , ’ '

~ .

! .
{ ¢ ~
. ¢

“
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